Report  of  the  Committee  on 
Smoke  Prevention 


Approved  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
The  Cleveland  Chamber  of  Commerce 


March  itih,  1914. 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2017  with  funding  from 

University  of  Illinois  Urbana-Champaign  Alternates 


https://archive.org/details/reportOOclev 


C59\f 


To  the  Board  of  Directors  of 

The  Cleveland  Chamber  of  Commerce. 
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Gentlemen : During  six  years  various  committees  appointed 
by  you  on  the  general  subject  of  smoke  prevention  have  been 
active  on  this  subject.  There  was  first  presented  a report,  the 
result  of  an  extensive  study,  which  seemed  to  show  the  harmful 
effect  of  the  presence  of  smoke  in  the  atmosphere  upon  health, 
plant  life,  buildings  and  merchandise.  An  estimate  of  the 
probable  financial  loss  involved  was  made.  The  fact  that  a 
smoking  chimney  meant  a larger  coal  bill  than  necessary  was 
duly  emphasized.  This  report  having  received  the  approval  of 
the  board  of  directors,  a determined  effort  was  made  in  the 
state  legislature  for  the  passage  of  legislation  permitting  munic- 
ipalities to  pass  proper  ordinances  against  the  smoke  evil.  After 
four  years  of  continued  effort  by  your  committee  and  others  the 
legislature  passed  such  a law  and  the  efforts  of  your  committee 
on  smoke  prevention  were  then  directed  to  the  drafting  of  an  or- 
dinance for  Cleveland.  In  due  time  this  ordinance  was  presented 
to  the  council  and  was  passed  by  that  body  practically  in  its 
entirety.  Immediately  after  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  the 
municipal  division  of  smoke  inspection  was  organized  with  Mr. 
E.  P.  Roberts,  former  chairman  of  your  committee,  as  chief  in- 
spector. 

In  the  city  ordinance  two  provisions  stand  out  prominently. 

(1)  That  the  emission  of  dense  smoke  from  the  smoke 
stack  of  any  steam-boat  or  building,  except  for  six  minutes  in 
any  one  hour  when  the  fire-box  is  being  cleaned  or  a new  fire  is 
being  built,  is  declared  a nuisance  and  the  violation  may  be 
summarily  abated  by  the  smoke  inspector,  and  the  violation  pun- 
ished by  fine. 

(2)  That  no  new  plants  and  no  reconstruction  or  re-model- 
ing of  old  plants  for  producing  power  and  heat  shall  be  per- 
mitted until  the  plans  and  specifications  therefor,  the  character 
of  the  fuel  to  be  used,  etc.,  shall  have  been  approved  by  the 
smoke  inspector. 
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Under  the  provisions  of  this  ordinance,  therefore,  it  is  pos- 
sible to  prosecute  violators,  and  your  board  doubtless  knows  that 
the  division  of  smoke  inspection  has  conducted  several  success- 
ful prosecutions.  It  is  also  possible  for  the  division,  on  occasion, 
to  enforce,  if  necessary,  regulations  concerning  plans  and  speci- 
fications for  new  or  re-modeled  plants.  In  a city  the  size 
of  Cleveland,  however,  and  with  the  small  force  at  the  division’s 
disposal,  the  cases  in  which  an  appeal  to  law  is  possible  are  nec- 
essarily limited.  It  invariably  follows,  because  of  this,  that  those 
persons  who  are  prosecuted  by  the  department  feel  that  they  have 
been  unfairly  treated.  Any  man  can  point  to  dozens  of  viola- 
tions of  the  ordinance  at  almost  any  hour  of  the  day.  The  inquiry 
is  always : ‘‘Why  is  not  so-and-so  prosecuted  ? Why  do  you 
single  me  out?”  Such  a query  has  in  it  every  appearance  of 
fairness,  and  the  man  who  makes  it  usually  considers  himself  to 
have  been  injured.  He  often  maintains  an  attitude  of  criticism 
among  his  friends  and  business  associates  and  by  so  doing  preju- 
dices many  against  smoke  prevention.  If  it  were  possible  to 
prosecute  all  violators  of  the  ordinance,  immediately  and  simul- 
taneously, the  attitude  of  the  individual  might  be  negligible. 
Prosecutions  are  necessarily  few  and  your  committee  therefore 
believes  that  the  greater  measure  of  smoke  prevention  in  Cleve- 
land must  be  accomplished  through  active  cooperation  between 
the  division  and  the  citizen. 

Your  committee  felt  that  if  a careful  investigation  into  the 
methods  of  the  division  of  smoke  prevention  were  made,  and  if 
the  successes  as  well  as  the  failures  of  the  division  in  the  cases 
where  it  had  been  active  were  accurately  reported,  the  statement 
of  your  committee,  a non-partisan  body,  might  be  able  to  enlist 
the  active  cooperation  of  Cleveland’s  citizenship.  By  coopera- 
tion the  support  in  theory  of  smoke  prevention  is  not  meant. 
Almost  any  man  in  Cleveland  will  agree  to  the  theory  that  smoke 
should  be  prevented.  It  is  the  detail  of  smoke  prevention  in 
his  own  plant  which  the  average  man  is  inclined  to  shun.  The 
descent  into  the  basement  or  sub-basement,  usually  an  unknown 
region,  is  distasteful.  Conversation  with  those  in  charge  is  diffi- 
cult. The  employer  frequently  knows  nothing  of  the  business  in 


4 


hand,  and  the  fireman  is  rather  inclined  to  resent  interference. 
When  to  these  difficulties  are  added  the  possibility  of  necessary 
reconstruction  of  the  boiler,  the  combustion  chamber,  or  the  stack, 
the  average  man  who  in  pure  theory  advocates  smoke  preven- 
tion decides  that  such  things  are  not  for  him.  It  is  active 
cooperation,  therefore,  which  your  committee  is  attempting  to 
enlist. 

Through  a sub-committee,  of  which  Dr.  C.  C.  Arbuthnot 
was  chairman,  a careful  investigation  was  made  into  the 
activities  of  the  division  of  smoke  prevention.  After  a prelimi- 
nary study  of  the  question  a series  of  visits  was  made  to  the 
inspector’s  office,  to  various  plants  in  the  city,  to  spots  where  a 
commanding  view  of  the  smoke  situation  could  be  had,  and  to 
meetings  with  railroad  shop  foremen  engaged  in  a study  of  the 
problem  in  that  field.  Your  sub-committee  found,  by  personal 
inspection  and  by  conversations  with  the  men  in  charge  in  many 
industrial  plants,  that  in  almost  every  case  where  a conscientious 
effort  had  been  made  a marked  improvement  had  been  found  in 
the  abatement  of  smoke  and  usually  in  the  reduction  of  fuel 
bills.  Testimony  on  this  point  came  from  owners,  from  super- 
intendents, from  engineers,  and  from  firemen.  In  every  case, 
whatever  the  result,  the  man  to  whom  the  members  of  your  sub- 
committee talked  was  enthusiastic  over  the  work. 

In  the  case  of  the  railroads  the  road  foremen  are  alive  to 
the  evils  and  wastes  of  producing  smoke  unnecessarily,  and  co- 
operation with  the  city  is  cordial. 

The  city  inspector’s  reports  on  offending  locomotives  are  wel- 
comed as  of  even  more  value  than  the  reports  of  the  inspectors 
employed  by  the  railroads.  In  fact,  the  railroads  secured  a 
competent  smoke  inspector  and  placed  his  time  entirely  at  the 
disposal  of  Inspector  Roberts,  and  by  so  much  increased  the 
effectiveness  of  the  division.  Mr.  Roberts  and  the  chairman  of 
your  sub-committee  were  invited  to  present  the  views  of  the  city 
and  the  Chamber  to  the  members  of  the  local  lodge  of  the  Broth- 
erhood of  Locomotive  Firemen  and  Enginemen. 
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The  fact  that  the  railroads  are  not  only  extending  coopera- 
tion of  the  most  helpful  kind  to  the  efforts  for  smoke  elimination, 
but  that  they  are  annually  spending  a considerable  sum  of  money 
in  active  work,  to  this  end,  seems  to  your  committee  to  be  a 
convincing  bit  of  evidence  that,  from  the  point  of  view  of  a sound 
business  policy,  smoke  elimination  pays. 

With  the  experiences  related  above  clearly  in  mind,  your 
committee  turned  its  attention  to  the  question  of  what  practical 
recommendations  for  smoke  abatement  could  be  made  to  the  mem- 
bership. The  following  were  decided  upon : 

(1)  IS  YOUR  FIREMAN  CAPABLE? 

Proper  firing  instead  of  ordinary  shovelling  may 
save  thirty  per  cent  of  the  fuel  bill.  The  coal  should 
be  supplied  to  the  furnace  frequently  in  small  quantities. 

The  better  results  are  obtained  from  an  almost  con- 
tinuous and  uniform  supply. 

(2)  DO  YOU  BURN  WOOD,  PAPER  OR  OTHER 

REFUSE? 

It  is  not  generally  known,  but  it  is  true  that  wood, 
paper  and  refuse  make  excessive  smoke. 

(3)  IS  THERE  SUFFICIENT  DRAFT? 

The  stack  may  be  of  insufficient  height  or  area. 

The  breeching  may  be  faulty.  Perhaps  your  fireman  is 
forced  to  poke  his  fire  continuously  to  maintain  pressure. 

This  means  incomplete  combustion  and  adds  to  the  fuel 
bill.  A few  dollars  well  spent  might  change  this  con- 
dition. 

(4)  IS  YOUR  FURNACE  OVER  LOADED  OR 

UNDER  LOADED  ? 

Either  condition  will  produce  smoke.  A change 
in  the  area  of  the  stoker  grates  may  make  a change  in 
your  fuel  bill. 

(5)  ARE  YOUR  CONDITIONS  SUCH  AS  TO 

DEMAND  A VARIABLE  LOAD? 

Quick  changes  in  load  make  smokeless  combus- 
tion more  difficult.  Perhaps  extreme  carefulness  might 
help. 
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(6)  IS  YOUR  COMBUSTION  CHAMBER  LARGE 

ENOUGH? 

Insufficient  combustion  space  is  a frequent  con- 
dition in  old  plants. 

(7)  IS  YOUR  FURNACE  AND  GRATE  ADAPTED 

TO  THE  COAL  WHICH  YOU  BURN? 

There  is  almost  no  equipment  which  will  handle 
equally  well  all  fuels. 

(8)  HAVE  YOU  CONSULTED  THE  DEPART- 

MENT OF  SMOKE  INSPECTION  ON  ANY 

OF  YOUR  PROBLEMS? 

The  department  stands  ready  to  help. 

(9)  HAVE  YOU  INSTALLED  AN  EXPENSIVE 

PATENTED  SMOKE  CONSUMER  WHICH 

HAS  FAILED  TO  GIVE  SATISFACTION? 

Economical  and  therefore  smokeless  consumption 
of  fuel  is  most  often  effected  by  correct  design  in  your 
plant. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

W.  D.  B.  Alexander 
C.  C.  Arbuthnot 
H.  J.  Boggis 
T.  H.  Bushnell 
Robert  F.  Denison 
David  Gaehr 
Cyrus  Locher 
E.  H.  Whitlock 
Committee  on  Smoke  Prevention. 
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